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This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on June 11, 2007. 
Claims 1-2, 4, 7-17, 20-77, 79-80, 82-108, and 110-124 remain pending. 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. . 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,16, 29, 75, 107 and 108 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 6,125,385 Wies et. al. (referred to as Wies hereafter) in view of 
Lindhorst et. al. US 6,337,696 (referred to as Lindhorst hereafter). 
As per claim 1, Wies teaches substantially features of the invention, including 
system/method of adding interactive functionality to a web-page (Wies: col. 24/lines 25- 
62, col. 2/lines 6-27, 56-65), further including a system shown on Fig. 16 comprising: 
receiving at proxy server (400) a request (408) for a web page at on server (406) from a 
first user of computer (404); retrieving (410) by proxy server said requested web-page 
(412) on said server (Wies: col. 27/lines 37-46); 

embedding or adding code by the proxy server to said requested web page to add said 
interactive functionality to the web-page (Wies: col. 12/lines 12-14, 23-41), where added 
code is performed by the proxy server wherein said adding or embedding step is 
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performed prior to providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (408) 
(Weis: column 27, lines 39-56); and providing the requested web page (414) having the 
embedded script code to said first user (Wies: col. 27/lines 37-46, col. 1 l/lines 32-41); 
however, Wies does not explicitly disclose determining within the page (i.e. parsing, 
scanning, searching or examining through) a location (called "appropriate: to embed a 
new script code. 

Lindhorst in the same field of endeavor of applicant's invention, teaches parsing a , 
document and determining a location to embed a new script code (original location col. 
15/lines 8-58, Fig. 8, col. 21/lines 13-20, and insertion point col. 21/line 66-col. 23/line 
34), further teaching embedding/adding objects within a document (col. 2/lines 21-31, 
i.e. a web page) to add functionalities to the page (col. 1 /lines 36-46), objects 
comprising object including embedded script code such as AetiveX objects, scriptable 
HTML tags (col. 2/lines 47-50), the object provide interactive functionalities to the web 
page (col. 2/lines 51-58, including code implementing hyperlinks that add interactive 
functionalities to the web page col. 4/lines 64-col. 5/line 9); wherein the embedding 
script code to the web page comprises: parsing the page (step 1 10, 21 1 , Fig. 3-4), 
identifying any existing objects, and scripts (step 120) and their location (col. 1 l/lines 
30-65, Fig. 5), generating scripts that implement event/actions, i.e. interactive 
functionalities (col. 1 2/lines 7-32, col. 1 4/lines 47-55); embedding scripts in the page 
(col. 1 2/lines 24-32, 33-44), embedding comprising inserting the scripts in page in the 
same location where they were found (col. 15/lines 8-58, Fig. 8, col. 21/lines 13-20), 
and inserting (new) script codes in a determined insertion point location within the page 
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(col. 21/line 66-col. 23/line 34);embedding is preformed by software where embedding 
is performed by software, wherein said adding or embedding step is performed prior to 
providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (408) (column 2, lines 34- 
39 and 58-61). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions Wies for enhancing interactive functionalities on web 
pages the teachings of Lindhorst implementing a user interface for creating/editing 
these interactive functionalities on a web pages. One would be motivate to incorporate 
Lindhorst teachings into enable one without extreme complexity, writing a single line of 
code or extensive programming knowledge or the syntax thereof implement the 
enhancement, taught by Wies. 

As per claim 16, Wies-Lindhorst teaches in addition to the features of claim 1 , the "first" 
user has a "computing" device (14) connectable to the Internet (12) (Wies: col. 5/lines 
60-col. 6/line 13) using an "Internet" browser (200) stored on the first user's computing 
device (Wies: col. 9/lines 43-58, col. 14/lines 54-55, col. I/lines 39-col. 2/line 5), the 
Interact browser enabling the first user to cause the computing device to establish a 
connection to the Interact via predetermined transmission protocol, and to request and 
receive web-pages (Wies: col. I/lines 39-col. 2/line 5), said system comprising: the first 
user computing device being connectable to a server using the Internet browser (Wies: 
col. 1/lines 39-65, proxy server col. 4/lines 12-14, col. 12/lines 12-14, 23-41 and col. 
27/lines 24-56), said proxy server being operable in connection with software loaded on 
the server for receiving a request from the first user for the web-page (Wies: col. I/lines 
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35-58), said server configurable for performing the retrieving and adding "embedding" 
and transmitting functions discussed on claim 1, wherein said adding or embedding step 
is performed prior to providing the web-page in response to the web-page request 
(408). 

As per claim 29, this is the computer readable medium comprising computer code for 

v 

instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of claim 1 , same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. As per claim 75, this claim comprises limitation substantially the 
same as claim 1, same rationale of rejection is applicable, however in the claim 
inserting, adding or embedding of code is performed by inserting, adding or embedding 
a "reference" to the code wherein said adding or embedding step is performed prior to 
providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (408), this functionality is 
taught by Wies (col. 27/lines 25-50, reference to code to add functionalities see col. 
25/lines 24-38). 

As per claim 107, this claim is substantially the same as combined limitations of claims 
16 and 75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 108, this claim comprises the computer readable medium comprising 
computer code for instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of claim 
75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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Claims 2, 4, 9-13, 17, 22-26, 30-74, 76-77, 79-80, 82, 85-106, 110-124 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wies in view Lindhorst in further 
view of U.S. 5,996,003 NAMIKATA et. al. (Namikata hereafter). 

As per claim 2, receiving a request for a web-page from a "'second" user of a '"second" 
computer (Wies: col. 1 l/lines 45-52); and transmitting a requested web-page and 
having "embedded script code to the second user (Wies: col. 1 l/lines 56-58); the script 
code enabling the first user and the second user to interact with each other while 
viewing the requested web page (Wies: col. 6/lines 47-60, col. 12/ljnes 3-21); although 
Wies teaches where the first and the second user/computer can request/receive web 
pages having "embedded script" code, it does not teach where said user request the 
page. 

Namikata teaches a system/method wherein a second user is configured to select any 
one of the pages selected by .a first user (col. 5/lines 26-35), thereby, providing through 
a network (20) the web page to each first and second user (col. 5/lines 4-25, col. 4/lines 
58-60, for displaying the page by all users, col. 5/lines 39-45, 60-63). 
It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions of Namikata with respect to the method for 
implementing document selection, distribution and its format. One ordinary skilled in the 
art would be motivated to combine the teachings of Namikata and Wies for including a 
web page as defined by Wies, having embedded script code at different locations 
thereof, according to the various method of embedding therein taught by Wies, to add 
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interactive functionalities to the web page accessed by a plurality of users, by inserting 
Java or ActiveX code in web pages or by reference therein, either added by a server, 
proxy server, upon authoring of the web page or at the client, as taught by Wies, 
enabling clients and servers to interact with one another. 

As per claim 4, parsing the web page to determine an appropriate location to embed the 
script code, wherein the location is in the "header" top or beginning included in the web 
page (Wies: col. 15 - lines 64-col. 16/line 3 and Lindhorst: col. 15/lines 52-54). 

Claims 7-8, 20-21 and 83-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wies-Lindhorst in view of Namikata in further view of U.S. 5,708,780 
LEVERGOOD et. al. (Levergood hereafter). 

As per claims 7-8, neither Wies nor Namikata teach any user authentication 
methodology. Levergood teaches receiving user account data from a user and 
determining based on the user account data whether the user is authorized to access a 
requested page (col. 6/lines 58-eol 7/lines 13). It would have been obvious to one 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention was made given the suggestion of 
Wies of the use of a proxy server for controlling internet access beyond the firewall and 
the user of a gateway typically Internet service provider (ISP). One ordinary skilled 
would be motivated to utilize common authentication schemes for the first and second 
user accessing the Internet including the teachings of Levergood on a gateway, proxy 
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server or ISP to control the access to users how have paid for the access to said web 
pages. 

As per claims 20-21 , these system claim comprise the server operable in connection 
with the software for performing the functions discussed on claims 7-8, same rationale 
of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims-83-84, these claims are substantially the same as claims 7-8, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 9, wherein each of the first user (14) and the second user (16) have a 
computing device (Wies: col. 5/lines 60-67) having a display on which the web-page is 
displayed (Wies: 28 and 30 of Fig. 1), (col. 3/lines 43-46, col. 6/lines 20-23, 27-46), 

the first user's computing device having a cursor control device (Wies: mouse 36, col. 
9/lines 9-15) to control movement of a cursor on the first user's display (Wies: col. 
3/lines 46-48, col. 8/lines 8- 26, 60-col. 9/line 4), and wherein the script code embedded 
within each user's web page adds interactive functionalities to the web page by enabling 
the transmission of cursor (force feedback) commands to the second user (Wies; col. 
6/lines 47-60), force feedback commands displaying one movement of the first user's 
cursor on the web page (Wies; col. 7/lines 36-44). 

As per claim 10, including limitations discussed on claim 9, same rationale of rejection is 
applicable, claim 10, further including: the graphical objects "elements" of the same 
web-page viewed by the first user and the second user are assigned the attributes 
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including position, tag and type ("identifiers), used for identifying the occurrence of an 
event or mouse movement, e.g. the particular relevant element that is the subject of 
actions e.g. "touched" by the first user (Wies: col. 1 9/lines 48-col. 21/line 19, identify 
touching relevant object pseudo-code including "elem.tagName" see col. 20/line 6-col. 
21dine 19, or name of the object see col. 23/lines 36-45); 

transmitting the identifier to the second user's computing device (Wies: col. 4/lines 47- 
60, col. 14/lines 63-65, Namikata: Fig. 6a-e and step $6 on Fig. 8); the actions of the 
fifsUjser with respect to the identified elements coordinates of the web page can be 
communicated to the second user and displayed (Namikata: step S30 of Fig. 12, 18, 
col. 9/lines 50-59). 

As per claim 11, Namikata teaches a system as shown on Fig. 3, including a first user 
(32) viewing a "web" page and a second user (33 or 34) (Fig. 3), in displaying for 
viewing a common "web" page (col. 2/lines 1-15, col. 6/lines 16-18), said method 
comprising: providing through a network (20) the web page to each of the first and 
second user (col. 5/lines 4-25, col. 4/lines 58-60, for displaying the page by all users, 
col. 5/lines 39-45, 60-63), 

exchanging (transmitting/receiving) shared information among participants including 
"cursor coordinate" information from the first user (col. 6/lines 62-col. 7/line 12, 27-29, 
pointer position exchanged col. 9/lines 4-29), for displaying cursor position on the 
second user (col. 6/lines 3-8, 18-28, col. 8/lines 44-67), including transmitting cursor 
coordinate data (col. 9/lines 41-67); however Namikata does not teach the use of a 
page having added code to provide "interactive" functions therein; 
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Wies teaches adding code by the proxy server to said requested web page to add said 
interactive functionality to the web-page, wherein said adding or embedding step is 
performed prior to providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (col. 
12/lines 12-14, 23-41). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions of Namikata with respect to the implemented 
document selection/distribution and format. One ordinary skilled in the art would be 
motivated to combine the teachings of Namikata and Wies for including document 
created by a content provider having a domain name associated with the Web, wherein 
this document inherent already include interactive functionalities, can be enhanced by 
inserting Java or ActiveX Code in web pages, either added by a server, proxy server, 
upon authoring' or at the client, as taught by Wies, enabling clients and servers to 
interact with one another. 

As per claim 12, the cursor coordinate data is one point data (Namikata: coordinates of 
a pointer position see col. 9/lines 4-1 1 , 50-59). 

As per claim 13, transmitting to one of the first or the second user, an identity for the 
other one of the first or the second user (Namikata: user/computer name transmitted 
see col. 9/lines 41-49). 

7. Claims 14-15 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wies- Lindhorst in view of Namikata further view of U.S. 6,128,649 SMITH et. al. 
(Smith hereafter) 
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As per claims 14-15, however the above-mentioned prior art does not teach determining 
the session status (join or leaving) of participant and informing to other said determined 
status Smith teaches deter mining as user (identity) join and leave a session and 
transmitting to each of the participants said determined status (col. 18/lines 17-25). 
It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions of Wies for having users participate in a 
communication session where data is exchange there, to include Smith's teachings. 
Motivation would be to offer an accurate view of the participants at all times. 

As per claim 17, this claim is substantially the same as combined Claims 16 and 2, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 18-19, these claims are substantially the same as claims 3 and 5, 
respectively, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 22, this system claim is substantially the same as claim 9, discussed 
above, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 23, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software for performing the functions discussed on claim 10, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 24, this claim comprises limitations similar to those discussed on claim 1 1 , 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. Further limitations include computer "server" 
(100 of Fig. 1 and/or 41 of Fig. 4) configured ("software loaded") for "operable in 
connection with the software" performing, the providing, receiving and transmitting 
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functions discussed on claim 1 1 , wherein said adding or embedding step is performed 
prior to providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (408), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 25-26, this claim is substantially the same as claims 12-13, discussed 
above same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 27-28, these comprise the server being further operable in connection 
with software for performing the functions discussed on claims 14-15, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 30, this computer readable medium comprising computer code for 
instructing one or more processors for performing the functions discussed on claim 2, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 31, this claim is the computer readable medium comprising computer code 
for instructing one or more processors for performing the functions of the method claim 
1 1 , same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 32-35, wherein the embedding comprises storing the script code on a 
computing device of the first user (Wies: col. 2/lines 27-31), and downloading the script 
code for storage on the computing device (Wies: col. 2/lines 6-25), storing the script 
code on a computing device of a first user prior to embedding the script code within the 
requested web-page (Wies: col. 25/lines 24-42), 



Application/Control Number: 09/916,543 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2151 

downloading the script code for storage for execution on the computing device col. 
2/lines6-31). 

As per claim 36, determining the first user's cursor position by obtaining cursor 
coordinate data as the first user causes the cursor to move over the displayed web- 
page (Wies: determine object that the mouse pointer is positioned over, e.g. position 
coordinates, object name, col. 23/lines 30-47); and transmitting the cursor coordinate 
data over which the first user's cursor is positioned to the second user so that the 
second user can perceive the first user's cursor position on the displayed web page 
(Namikata: transmitting/receiving shared information among participants including 
cursor coordinate" information from the first user, see col. 6/lines 62-col. 7/line 12, 27- 
29, pointer position exchanged col. 9/lines 4-29), for displaying cursor position on the 
second user (Namikata: col. 6/lines 3-8, 18-28, col. 8/lines 44-67), including transmitting 
cursor coordinate data (Namikata: col. 9/lines 41-67). 

As per claim 37, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 38, wherein said draw data permits the second user to perceive drawing 
on the web-page performed by the first user (Namikata: col. 8/line 8-10 and col. 9/line 1- 
3). 

As per claim 39, wherein the script code further enables the first user to switch between 
point modes and draw mode (Namikata: col. 8/lines 8-10, col. 9/lines 1-3). 
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As per claim 4, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9 (or 22) discussed above;- 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 41, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, "first" and "second" 
users are here described "the user" and the "other user", same rationale of rejection is 
applicable. 

As per claims 42-44, these claims are substantially the same as claim 12 (or 37), 38 
and 39, discussed above same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 45, storing information As per the relationship 'between the elements and 
the identifiers on the computing device of the first user and the second user (Wies:. col. 
20/line 6-col. 21/line 19, name of the object see col. 23/lines 36-45, col. 18/lines 25-45). 

As per claim 46, graphical objects '"elements" identifiable by "HTML" tags provided in 
the HTML code web page file that defines the web-page and ther6 respective name 
(Wies: "elem.tagName" see col. 20/line 6-col. 21/line 19, name of the object see col. 
23/lines 36-45, col. 18/lines 25-45). 

As per claim 47, graphical object "element" on the web-page is characterized by a 
frame "bounding shape" defined by the script code, and provides a reference point 
position, coordinate or location from which various parts of the element may be located 
with on the web-page (Wies: col. 20/line 6-50, and col. 21/line 51-col. 22/lines 8). 

As per claim 48, the graphical objects "element" of the web page for a hierarchical 
structure (i.e. a tree where the nodes correspond to the elements of the web page) 
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(Wies: col. 20/lines 19-50), each graphical object "node" has an unique identifier (Wies; 
col. 20/line 6-col. 21 /line 19, or name of the object see col. 23/lines 36-45); and 

storing the graphical object nodes having a hierarchical structure 'tree" in a web page 
data file on the computing device of the first user and the second user invoked by the 
code for determining the particular element that is subject of actions by the user (Wies: 
col. 19/lines 48-col. 21/line 19, and col. 20/line 6-col. 21/line 19), and comparing the 
cursor coordinate data with the stored structured HTML file "tree", and parsing the tree 
to locate the graphical object dement corresponding to the identifier (Wies: col. 22/lines 
9-50). 

As per claim 49, this claim is substantially the same as claim 10, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 50, this claim includes limitation discussed on claim 10, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable, further limitations, include, storing each identifier to be accessible 
by code for identifying a particular element subject to a user's action (Wies: identify 
touching relevant object pseudo-code including "elem.tagName" see col. 20/line 6-col. 
21/line 19, name of the object see col. 23/lines 36-45); determining the first user's 
cursor position by obtaining cursor coordinate data as the first user causes the cursor to 
move over the displayed web-page (Wies: coordinates determination see col. 21/line 
51 -col. 22/lines 8) comparing the cursor coordinate data with the stored one or more 
identifiers to determine the element over which the first user's cursor is positioned 
(Wies: identify "touch object" see col. 20/lines 6-50); transmitting the cursor coordinate 
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data and identifier for the element over which the first user's cursor is positioned to the 
second user's computing device (Wies: determining coordinate col. 22/lines 19-33 and 
transmitting col. 6/lines 27-51); and locating the corresponding element on the second 
user's web page by using the identifier and respective object coordinates, so that the 
second user can perceive the first user's cursor position on the displayed web-page 
(Namikata: step $30 of Fig. 12, 18, col. 9/lines 50-59). 

As per claim 51, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 52, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 53, this claim is substantially the same as claim 50, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 54-55, displaying one or more movements of one user's cursor on the 
web-page of the other user (Namikata: col. 8/lines 44-67, Wies: col. 3/lines 46-48, col. 
7/lines 36-44) by transmitting cursor coordinates to the other user, wherein the received 
cursor coordinate data is one of the first user's cursor position or the second user's 
cursor position as the one of the first user or the second user causes the cursor to move 
over the displayed Web-page (Namikata: Fig. 6a-e and step S6 on Fig. 8, where the 
actions of one user are displayed to the other user, step S30 of Fig. 12, 18, col. 9/lines 
50-59). 
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As per claim 56, this claim is substantially the same as claim 38, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 57, this claim is substantially the same as claims 10, 23 or 50 same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 58, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 59, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52), same rationale 
of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 60-61, these claims are substantially the same as claims 33-32, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 62, this claim comprises the server and script code further operable in 
connection with the software to perform the functions discussed on claims 10, 23, 50 or 
57, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 63, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software to perform the functions discusses on claim 48, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 64, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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As per claim 65, this claim comprises limitations from-claims 10, 36 and 41, same 
rationale-of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 66, this claim comprises the server and the script code further operable in 
connection with the software to perform the functions discussed on claim 36, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 67, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 68, this claim is substantially the same as claim 38 or 43, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 69, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 70, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 71, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 72, this claim is substantially the same as claims 38 or 43, or 68, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 73-74, these claims are substantially the same as claims 32-33, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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As per claims 76-77, these claim include limitation of claim 75 and claim 2, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 79, these claims area substantially the same as claim 7, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per clajm 80, this claim is substantially the same as claim 77, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 82 these claims are substantially the same as claim 4, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 85-86, these claims comprises substantially the same limitations as 
claims 32-33 and 75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 87, this claim is substantially the same as claims 9 (or 22, 40), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 88, this claim is substantially the same as claim 36, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 89, this claim is substantially the same as claim 12, discussed above same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 90-91, these claims comprises substantially the same limitations as 
claims 43-44, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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As per claim 92, this claim is substantially the same as claim 9 (or 22, 40, 87), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable.. 

As per claim 93, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations as claim 36, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 94-96, these claims are substantially the same as claims 37-39, 
discussed above same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 97, this claim comprises substantially the-same limitations-discussed on 
claims 10,23, 50, 57, or 62, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 98, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations discussed on 
claim 48, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 99, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 100, this claim is substantially the same as claim 47, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 101 , this claim is substantially the same as claim 48 (or 58), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 102, this claim is substantially the same as claim 10, same rationale of 
rejection is applicable. 
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As per claim 103, this claim comprises substantially the same limitations discussed on 
claims 10 and 50, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 104, this claim is substantially the same as claim 48 (or 58 or 101), same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 105, this claim is substantially the same as claim 46 (or 52 or 64 or 99), 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 106, this claim comprises the same limitation discussed on claims 10, 23, 
50, 57, 62,97, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 110, this claim is substantially the same as claims 32 and 75, same 
rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claim 111, this claim comprises the computer readable medium comprising 
computer code for instructing one or more processors to perform the functions of the 
method claims 1 1 and 75, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per Claim 112, this claim comprises the software being operable in connection with 
software loaded therein for performing the functions of the method claims 16 and 75, 
same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 1 1 3-1 1 4, this claim is substantially the same as the combination of claims 
10 and 100, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 
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As per claims 115, 117, 119, 121 and 123 these claims comprise limitations of claims 1 
and 2, same rationale of rejection is applicable. 

As per claims 116, 118, 120, 122 and 124 wherein the script code embedded within the 
webpage requested by the first user differs from the script code embedded within the 
web-page requested by the " second user (Wies: col. 3/lines 40-48, col. 4/lines 49-59)." 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on June 1 1 , 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

As per claims 1,16, 29, 75, 107 and 108 rejected as being unpatentable over Wies in 
view of Lindhorst, it is argued that Lindhorst does not teach claim limitation as 
amended. Specifically, Wies fails to teach, suggest or disclose embedding script 
code into a requested web-page by parsing the requested web-page to determine an 
appropriate location to embed the script code. It follows then that Wies also cannot 
teach, suggest or disclose the claimed embedding being performed prior to providing 
the web-page to the user in response to a web-page request. Wies explicitly teaches 
the process of embedding being performed prior to providing the web-page in response 
to a web-page request. Wies discloses the process of receiving at proxy server (400) a 
request (408) for a web page at on server (406) from a first user of computer (404); 
retrieving (410) by proxy server said requested web-page (412) on said server (Wies: 
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col. 27/lines 37-46); embedding or adding code by the proxy server to said requested 
web page to add said interactive functionality to the web-page (Wies: col. 12/lines 12- 
14, 23-41), where added code is performed by the proxy server wherein said adding or 
embedding step is performed prior to providing the web-page in response to the web- 
page request (408) (Weis: column 27, lines 39-56); and providing the requested web 
page (414) having the embedded script code to said first user (Wies: col. 27/lines 37-46, 
col. 1 l/lines 32-41). 

Wies does not explicitly disclose determining within the page (i.e. parsing, 
scanning, searching or examining through) a location (called "appropriate: to embed a 
new script code. 

Lindhorst in the same field of endeavor of applicant's invention, teaches parsing a 
document and determining a location to embed a new script code (original location col. 
15/lines 8-58, Fig. 8, col. 21/lines 13-20, and insertion point col. 21/line 66-col. 23/line 
34), further teaching embedding/adding objects within a document (col. 2/lines 21-31 , 
i.e. a web page) to add functionalities to the page (col. 1 /lines 36-46), objects 
comprising object including embedded script code such as AetiveX objects, scriptable 
HTML tags (col. 2/lines 47-50), the object provide interactive functionalities to the web 
page (col. 2/lines 51-58, including code implementing hyperlinks that add interactive 
functionalities to the web page col. 4/lines 64-col. 5/line 9); wherein the embedding 
script code to the web page comprises: parsing the page (step 1 10, 21 1 , Fig. 3-4), 
identifying any existing objects, and scripts (step 120) and their location (col. 1 l/lines 
30-65, Fig. 5), generating scripts that implement event/actions, i.e. interactive 
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functionalities (col. 12/lines 7-32, col. 14/lines 47-55); embedding scripts in the page 
(col. 12/lines 24-32, 33-44), embedding comprising inserting the scripts in page in the 
same location where they were found (col. 15/lines 8-58, Fig. 8, col. 21 /lines 13-20), 
and inserting (new) script codes in a determined insertion point location within the page 
(col. 21/line 66-col. 23/line 34);embedding is preformed by software where embedding 
is performed by software, wherein said adding or embedding step is performed prior to 
providing the web-page in response to the web-page request (408) (column 2, lines 34- 
39' and 58-61). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made given the suggestions Wies for enhancing interactive functionalities on web 
pages the teachings of Lindhorst implementing a user interface for creating/editing 
these interactive functionalities on a web pages. One would be motivate to incorporate 
Lindhorst teachings into enable one without extreme complexity, writing a single line of 
code or extensive programming knowledge or the syntax thereof implement the 
enhancement, taught by Wies. 

As per claims 1,16, 29, 75, 107 and 108 rejected as being unpatentable over 
Wies in view of Lindhorst, it is argued that there is no suggestion for the proposed 
hypothetical combination. Because according to applicant, Weis focuses on an 
environment to provide sensory feedback to a user by transmitting a web page to the 
user's computer, the web page containing objects to control operation of force feedback 
devices to provide the sensory feedback to the user. In contrast, Lindhorst describes an 
editing/development environment in which a user can edit an HTML object/document. 
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The two environments are not at all compatible, and neither provides a suggestion, 
motivation or teaching to combine, let alone to make the hypothetical combination 
suggested in the Office Action. Applicant further states that the combination of Wies and 
Lindhorst would result in inoperable for their intended purpose. In response 'to 
applicant's argument that "environments are not compatible", the test for obviousness is 
not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the 
structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly 
suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined 
teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. 
See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA1981). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). , In this case, the Weis 
reference explicitly teaches an web authoring application interface tool for authoring 
web pages for use with application programs for allows users inexperienced with HTML 
syntax and unfamiliar with force feedback to quickly create HTML pages with feel 
content, along with standard content such as graphics, text, and sound, where the 
application uses common user interface feature found in most web authoring 
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applications today. These features should allow the user to easily insert and place 
content and immediately feel, see, and hear the results. Once the web page is saved as 
a file by the authoring interface, the user can send the created web page to a web 
server to be accessible to end users over the Internet or other network; or, the saved 
web page might be already available over the Internet if it is resident on a machine 
(such as a client machine) having appropriate accessibility over the Internet (or 
other network) (column 30, lines 8-30). Weis suggest using scripts, e.g. ActiveX controls 
which are programmable acts that can be embedded into Web pages and may be 
written in any (platform-specific) language. Java and ActiveX controls can add 
functionality to a Web page that would normally be difficult, or even impossible, using 
HTML or scripting languages. ActiveX controls can also be controlled with a scripting 
language. Alternatively, functionality can be added to a web page through the use of 
"plug-ins", which are application programs running in conjunction with certain web 
browsers to parse plug-in-specific code in the web page which the browser cannot 
understand (column 2, lines 6-31). 

Hence, according to Applicant's characterization of the Lindhorst reference which 
"describes an editing/development environment in which a user can edit an HTML 
object/document". Weis suggest various applications in Lindhorst's system. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zarni Maung whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3939. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:30 to 3:00 p.m. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
Supervisor, Valencia Martin-Wallace can be reached at (571) 272-3440. Any inquiry of 
a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be 
directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800/4700. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system, status information for published 
application may be obtained from either Private or Public PAIR, for unpublished 
application Private PAIR only (see http://pair- direct.uspto.gov or the Electronic Business 
Center at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Dulany St. Alexandria, VA 22314 
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